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ABSTRACT
Motivation Across Platforms
Mariia Shishmareva
Center for Language Studies, BYU
Master of Arts
Motivation in language learning has been studied for quite a long time. However, the
main focus has been on motivation in face-to-face learning environments. Motivation in online
learning can be different due to many factors. This study compared how a language instructor
used motivational strategies in face to-face vs. Zoom classes; and how students reacted to these
motivational strategies. For these purposes the Motivational Orientation of Language Teaching
(MOLT) was used for observations. Results showed that while the teacher used many of the
same motivational strategies in both sections, some categories like Social Chat, Referential
Questions and Volunteering had significantly higher scores in face-to-face classes. Results
suggest that good teaching is good teaching, however remote classes offer differ affordances and
such courses require careful planning.

Keywords: motivation, online learning, L2 motivation, Russian as a second language,
motivational strategies, teacher motivational practices
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Introduction
Motivation is a complex concept which contains multiple components. In its simple
definition, motivation is a desire and willingness to do something specific (Brown, 2007).
However, psychologists note that motivation also includes such characteristics as initiation,
direction, intensity, and persistence of behavior. Scholars have long recognized how important
motivation is in education (Gardner & Lambert, 1972). Foreign language learning is not an
exception. Scholars in the foreign language field have studied how motivation can affect
language learning. According to Guilloteaux (2008, p.55), “motivation provides the primary
impetus to initiate second or foreign language (L2) learning and later the driving force to sustain
the long and often tedious learning process. Without sufficient motivation, individuals with the
most remarkable abilities cannot accomplish long-term goals.” Thus, understanding how to
influence student motivation can allow educators to better improve student outcomes.
Historically SLA researchers have defined motivation as being either integrative or
instrumental. “Integrative motivation is a complex of attitudinal, goal-directed, and motivational
attributes” (Gardner, 2001, p.6). According to this conceptualization, an individual who has
integrative motivation desires to identify with the target language community and tends to see
the learning situation in a positive way (Gardner, 2001). Instrumental motivation implies a desire
to learn language to achieve certain career goals or status (Yu, & Downing, 2012). However,
even though the instrumental/integrative dimension is still used in L2 motivation research,
Gardner and Tremblay (1994) recognized that motivation itself is dynamic and characterizing
motivation as simply integrative vs. instrumental is too static and restrictive.
Motivation research has since progressed from focusing on conceptualizing learners’
motivation to studying how teachers’ behavior and the classroom environment can affect
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students’ motivation. To facilitate this type of research, Guilloteaux and Dörynyei (2008) created
the Motivational Orientation of Language Teaching (MOLT). This observational tool allows
researchers to see how students’ behavior changes based on strategies used by a teacher on a
minute-by-minute basis. The MOLT also allows comparisons of students' motivated behavior to
the level of self-reported motivation. Previously, the MOLT has only been utilized in face-toface classes. A switch to online learning in 2020 due to the COVID-19 pandemic allowed us to
study how remote teaching influences teacher motivational behaviors, and to observe students'
motivated behavior in the online setting as well. While distance learning was available before the
pandemic, 2020 was the first time that distance learning became the only available option in
many places.
However, many universities across the United States were forced to teach remotely as a
result of COVID-19 restrictions. Some language instructors did not have experience teaching
online courses, and even those who did teach online courses did not necessarily have experience
teaching over Zoom. Moreover, the strategies and techniques that language instructors were
accustomed to using in their face-to-face classes might not work similarly in their Zoom classes.
Language instructors can increase students’ motivation, but it is harder to do so without much
experience teaching Zoom classes.
Thus, this research sought to examine how a teacher might change her motivational
behaviors from one learning context to the next, how students’ motivated behavior might vary
between contexts, and how the motivational profile of learners in remote vs. face-to-face classes
might differ.

3
Literature review
Definition of Motivation
Robert Gardner, one of the most prominent researchers of motivation, defined motivation
as the extent to which an individual works or strives to learn a language because of a desire to do
so and the satisfaction experienced in this activity (1985). He asserts that effort is not the only
element of motivation as even though a motivated individual shows effort, an individual who
shows effort is not necessarily motivated (Gardner, 1985). It is only when “the desire to achieve
the goal and favorable attitudes toward the goal are linked with the effort or the drive” that an
individual can be considered motivated (Gardner, 1985). Ushioda (2008) defines motivation
similarly to Gardner. According to Ushioda, motivation is that which moves a person to make
certain choices, to engage in action, and to persist in actions (Ushioda, 2008, p. 19). Dörnyei
(1998), another prominent researcher of motivation states that “motivation provides the primary
impetus to initiate learning the L2 and later the driving force to sustain the long and often tedious
learning process” (p. 117). Dörnyei further adds that L2 motivation is unique because language
is “an integral part of [a] learner’s identity” (p. 118), and L2 motivation involves personality and
social dimensions that differ from motivation in general.
Importance of Motivation
Motivation is crucial because it is one of the main determining factors in success in learning
a second language (Oxford & Shearin, 1994). Motivated students use second language learning
strategies and interact with native speakers of their second language more often than
unmotivated students. As a result, motivated students perform better on tests, and achieve higher
levels of language proficiency (Oxford and Shearin, 1994). Williams (2011) goes even further,
suggesting that “very little if any learning can occur” if the learner is not constantly motivated
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(Williams, 2011, p. 2). In addition, Sen (2014) found that motivation indirectly affected learning
strategies and predicted the choice of learning strategies. The way students use learning
strategies can increase their academic achievement, which supports the idea that motivation can
affect how successful someone is in learning languages.

Conceptualizing Motivation
Early research in motivation sought to conceptualize motivation, theorizing different
types of motivation, e.g. instrumental vs integrative (Gardner & Lambert, 1972), intrinsic vs.
extrinsic (Deci & Ryan, 2002), and identifying components of motivation. Gardner and Lambert
(1972) identified several constituents of motivation in their social psychological approach,
including the notion of learners’ orientation to the target language and culture. According to the
scholars, learners can be either instrumentally or integratively oriented. Learners with an
instrumental orientation want to learn a language for a practical reason, such as earning a salary
bonus or to qualify for college entrance. On the other hand, learners with integrative orientation
study the language in order to better understand and get to know the people who speak the
language. Learners’ orientation to the target language and culture can affect their language
learning processes and, indirectly, their ultimate acquisition.
In addition to examining learners’ orientations, Deci and Ryan (2002) theorized a
continuum of motivation, ranging from intrinsic to extrinsic. Intrinsic motivation pertains to
activities done “for their own sake,” or for their inherent interest and enjoyment. Extrinsic
motivation, conversely, concerns behaviors driven by reasons other than inherent satisfaction.
Learners may be motivated by a fear of anxiety or shame, or they may be motivated by external
rewards. Noels and her colleagues have found that intrinsic motivation is strongly associated
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with Gardner’s integrative orientation and extrinsic motivation with instrumental motivation
(Noels, et al., 2000).
More recently, Dörnyei and colleagues (Csizér & Dörnyei, 2005; Dörnyei, 2019; Papi,
2010; Taguchi, Magid, & Papa, 2009) have proposed the “L2 Self System” as a way of
conceptualizing motivation. This system comprises three dimensions: (1) the ideal L2 self—or
the person a learner hopes to be, (2) the ought-to L2 self, referring to attributes learners feel they
ought to possess, and (3) the L2 learning experience—concerning situation-specific motives
related to the immediate learning environment and experience. Motivation to learn a language
may result from a desire to reduce the disparity between the ideal self and the actual self, or more
from the “ought-to self” and a desire to avoid negative outcomes. The L2 learning experience
can also play a critical role in motivating—or demotivating—learners.
The L2 Learning Experience
Whereas early studies on motivation were largely concerned with conceptualizing and
measuring learner motivation, in the late 90s and early 2000s, scholars began to study how
different aspects of the learning environment affected learners’ motivation. For example, several
scholars have examined group dynamics in the language classroom (Dörnyei & Murphey, 2003;
Little, 2003). As Little (2003), concluded, “The social unit of the classroom is clearly
instrumental in developing and supporting the motivation of the individual” (p.93).
Other classroom-related factors that may affect motivation include issues such as
textbooks and other materials. Bargard (2020) suggested that economic problems and not having
access to language textbooks can create motivational barriers. These motivational barriers can
prevent successful language learning. When examining motivation in the context of learning
English as a second language, Anjomshoa and Sadighi (2015) found out that many classrooms
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lack conditions that can lead to success in learning English. For example, classrooms may have
too little input in the environment, few opportunities to communicate with native speakers, and a
possible absence of a sense of the importance of becoming proficient in English (Anjomshoa &
Sadighi, 2015).
Classroom practices may also affect learner motivation. Nikolov (2001), for example, in
a study of unsuccessful Hungarian language learners, concluded that the main reason for their
lack of success was negative perceptions of classroom practices. Likewise, Donitsa-Schmidt,
Inbar, and Shohamy (2004) and Inbar, Donitsa-Schmidt, and Shohamy (2001) found that the best
predictor of Israeli students’ willingness to continue studying Arabic was the quality of the
teaching program. Other studies have demonstrated that learners’ perceptions of autonomysupporting versus controlling teacher behavior influence the extent of learners’ intrinsic
motivation (Noels, et at al., 2000; Noels, 2001). Csizér and Kormos’ (2009) study of secondary
and university language students in Hungary also found the nature of language learning
experiences to be an important determinant in the efforts students expend to learn their L2.
Research has shown that even something as simple as the attitude of the teacher can
affect the learners’ experience with the language. In a study of teacher enthusiasm and student
intrinsic motivation, researchers found that the motivation of the teachers influenced the
motivation of the students (Patrick, et al., 2000). Others have found that “the
teacher’s level of enthusiasm and commitment is one of the most important factors that can
affect learners’ motivation to learn” and that “teacher motivation has a direct impact on student
motivation and achievement” (Dörnyei & Ushioda, 2011, pp. 158, 185)
Given the importance of instructor characteristics and classroom practices in motivating
learners, many scholars turned their attention to examining teachers’ motivational strategies.
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This strand of research yielded a framework of motivational strategies (Dörnyei, 2001),
consisting of four main dimensions: 1) creating the basic motivational conditions, 2) generating
initial student motivation, 3) maintaining and protecting motivation, and 4) encouraging positive
retrospective self-evaluation. Csizér and Dörnyei (2005) derived “ten commandments for
motivating language learners.” Other studies examined teachers’ and/or students’ perceptions of
teaching strategies (Ruesch, et al., 2012; Truong, 2018) using survey data.
Much of the research examining motivational teaching strategies was based on teacher or
student responses to questionnaires (Csizér & Dörnyei, 2005; Bargard, 2020; Dombrovan &
Mitina, 2021; Ismailov & Ono, 2021; Moskovsky, et al., 2013; Noels, et al., 2000; Papi, 2010;
Ruesch, et al., 2012; Salih & Omar, 2021; Sen, et al., 2014; Sivachenko & Nedashkivska, 2021;
Taguchi, et al., 2009; Yu, & Downing, 2012). Since survey data relies on self-report, Guilloteaux
and Dörnyei (2008) devised and utilized the Motivational Observation of Language Teaching
framework to better validate the data and to examine correlations between teacher motivational
practice and student motivated behavior. This instrument allowed researchers to observe not only
the teachers’ actual motivational teaching practice but also the motivational behavior of the
learners. The results of the 2008 study provided evidence that the motivational strategies used by
language teachers do indeed correlate significantly with increased levels of observed motivated
behavior among language learners and thus have a positive impact on learners’ motivational
states.
Since the introduction of the MOLT, other researchers have used the instrument to study
motivational practice in a variety of contexts. For example, Papi and Abdollahzadeh (2012)
investigated the relationship between teacher motivational practice and learner motivated
behaviors using the same observational methodology as Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008), but this
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time in an Iranian all-male EFL context. Hoopes (2015) and Mullen (2015) carried out similar
studies with missionaries learning Japanese and Albanian respectively. All of these studies have
found significant correlations between teacher motivated practice and measures of learner
engagement.
Other studies have used the MOLT to examine the effects of teacher training on strategy
use. Thayne (2013) utilized the MOLT in an ESL context in the United States to ascertain
whether training teachers in motivational strategies would affect their practice and in turn,
student motivation. Her results indicated a correlation between teacher behaviors and learner
motivation and found that teacher training was considered effective.
Though the MOLT has been the most frequently used instrument in classroom
observation, Maeng and Lee (2015) used a different approach to examining teacher motivational
practice. Instead, the researchers observed videotaped sessions of in-service teachers of English
in Korea. Maeng and Lee (2015) watched the videos for motivational strategies. They coded
these strategies based on the motivational strategies reflected in Keller’s (2012) Attention,
Relevance, Confidence, and Satisfaction model. Unlike the studies using the MOLT, Maeng and
Lee (2015) did not attempt to correlate teaching practice with student behavior. The focus of
their study was on the teaching practices; learner behaviors were not reported.

Technology
While there are many studies about students’ motivation and how teachers can affect it, many
of them are focused on face-to-face language classes. Online learning (or distance learning)
requires different kinds of motivational strategies because students might respond to the same
motivational strategies differently giving the different context.
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Distance learning, also called e-learning and sometimes online learning, refers to a form
of education in which teachers and students are physically separated during instruction and
various technologies are used to facilitate student-teacher and student-student communication.
This term can be used to describe both asynchronous (in which the participants are separated by
both space and time) and synchronous (in which the participants are separated by space, but not
time.
In a distance-learning environment, “gestures, body language, a common physical
experience, and often even facial expressions are missing” (Gacs et al., 2020, p. 382), and
students cannot participate in face-to-face interaction with their instructors and peers, making it
difficult to build a class community (Payne, 2020). This lack of community creates problems for
motivation, since, as Gonzales-Lloret (2020) points out, students who do not feel that they are
part of a group can easily fall prey to feelings of isolation and a lack of confidence, resulting in
low achievement or dropping out.
Perhaps for this reason, scholars recognize that learner motivation is a crucial factor in
student success in distance learning (Murray et al., 2011). For example, Ushida (2013) found that
motivated students studied more regularly and productively and made use of opportunities to
perfect their language skills. Importantly, Ushida (2013) also found that teacher-specific
motivational components emerged as crucial factors in student evaluations of their learning in
distance courses. Xiao (2012) similarly found that tutors were one of the main motivating or
demotivating factors, specifically in regard to teaching competence, personal characteristics,
subject-matter expertise, and relationships with students.
Following the onset of the COVID-19 epidemic, an increasing number of studies have
investigated student and teacher attitudes towards distance learning (both synchronous and
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asynchronous), as well as learner motivation and engagement (Aini, 2021; Dombrovan & Mitina,
2021; Fajiri et al., 2021; Meşe & Sevilen, 2021; Salih & Omar, 2021; Sivachenko &
Nedashkivska, 2021). For example, Dombrovan and Mitina (2021), found that teachers overall
viewed remote learning positively and saw benefits that included better opportunities to
supervise student work and reducing the tension between teachers and students. However, most
of the students found distance learning unsatisfying and reported that they preferred face-to-face
classes. Additionally, students reported that distance learning demanded greater motivation to
keep studying than face-to-face learning. Meşe and Sevilen (2021) showed similar results:
students had a more difficult time with self-discipline in online classes compared to face-to-face
classes. Moreover, Meşe and Sevilen (2021) found that students’ motivation suffered because of
lack of socialization.
Similarly, Sivachenko and Nedashkivska, (2021) found that students experience feelings
of disconnectedness between students and instructor, which also affects quality of
communication, and motivation. On the other hand, Salih and Omar’s (2021) study found that
student attitudes towards online language learning during COVID-19 were largely positive; the
majority of students reported that the online teaching was engaging. They reported that their
instructors’ encouragement to participate during online learning was helpful.
Whereas many of the studies of remote language learning during the pandemic have
focused on student and/or teacher attitudes towards online learning, Ismailov and Ono’s (2021)
study of Japanese EFL students participating in an asynchronous course examined the role of
motivation in completing assignments, and the type of assignments that facilitated engagement.
Results from an inductive content analysis of questionnaire responses found that higher levels of
motivation were associated with assignments that facilitated learner autonomy, social interaction,
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personal interest, and the practical utility of the task. Moreover, Ismailov and Ono (2021)found
that intrinsic motivation plays an important role in learners’ engagement with instructional
materials.
Taken together, the studies suggest that student motivation is particularly important in
distance language learning and that the social context and teacher practice, play an important role
in keeping students motivated—perhaps even a larger role than in face-to-face classes. Most of
the studies cited above have relied on surveys to gauge student motivation, with only Ushida’s
(2013) study employing observation to validate the data. But, to the author’s knowledge, no
studies using the MOLT to quantify teacher motivational behaviors or student engagement are
available. Moreover, none of the studies compared teaching practices and student motivated
behavior in face-to-face vs. distance courses.
This study used direct classroom observation and the MOLT to examine teacher
motivational practice as well as indicators of student engagement in both a face-to-face Russian
course, as well as in a distance-learning version of the same course taught by the same instructor.
The research questions to be addressed by this study are as follows:
1) What are the motivational profiles of students enrolled in a face-to-face Russian class
as opposed to those enrolled in a remote section of the same course?
2) How do the motivational strategies used by an instructor in a face-to-face class differ
from those used in a remote classroom?
3) How does the learning environment affect learner engagement?
4) What do students report about the experience of learning in face-to-face versus Zoom
classes?
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Methodology
Participants
This study involved 25 students enrolled in 1st year Russian and one instructor. Sixteen
participants were enrolled in a face-to-face class (nine females and seven males), and nine
participants were enrolled in a course taught remotely via videoconferencing software (seven
females and two males). Of those 25 students, nine students participated in an interview. Of the
nine who agreed to the interview, two (one male and one female) were from the remote course
and seven (two females and five males) from the face-to-face class.
These interviews showed that participants’ motivation for studying Russian varied
widely. Five participants chose to study Russian because they already had prior experience with
the language; they had either studied it in school or while living abroad (mission, living with the
parents in different country). Two students chose to study Russian due to a family connection,
perhaps their parents had learned Russian or their ancestors came from Russia. Two students
reported that studying Russian would benefit their future careers. One student reported that she
had randomly picked Russian out of other languages because her major required study of a
language, and Russian was one of the available options. It is important to note that various
reasons for studying Russian may overlap. For example, one of the participants cited that both a
family connection and previous experience with learning Russian served as reasons to take
Russian class in university.
The Instructor
The instructor for this course was a native Russian who had been teaching Russian at this
university for four years. She had also taught five years prior to teaching at this university. It was
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her third semester teaching remotely, as she had taught both Russian 101 and Russian 102 via
Zoom in the summer of 2020, when all courses at the university were taught remotely. The
instructor made a concerted effort to speak Russian as much as possible in all of her language
classes and had previously updated her PowerPoints with additional visual cues to help learners
understand what was being asked of them. For example, she used clipart of a pencil to indicate
that students should write, used clip art of people talking in pairs to indicate pair work, and
displayed any written work that the students were required to look at on the screen. The
instructor indicated that she used the same PowerPoints in the face-to-face classes but was more
deliberate in her use of visual cues in the Zoom section.

The Course
All students were enrolled in a 5-credit hour Russian 102 course—the second semester of
the beginning Russian course at the university. The course met for 50 minutes five days a week,
either in class or over Zoom. Due to COVID-19 testing and contact-tracing, even students who
attended face-to-face classes were often required to join the class over Zoom. In this case, the
instructor made use of the classroom camera and microphone for the student to see and hear
teacher-fronted portions of the lesson. For pair work, the teacher placed any students in Zoom
into their own breakout rooms. In cases where only one student had joined by Zoom, the
instructor opened a second instance of Zoom on a tablet and handed the tablet to other students
in the class, allowing that student to participate in pair and group work.
Instruments
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We focused on how students demonstrated their attention, participation, and volunteering
as a response to different kinds of activities in class and motivational strategies that their teacher
used. We used three instruments during this study:
Motivational Orientation of Language Teaching (MOLT) The first instrument we
used is the Motivational Orientation of Language Teaching (MOLT) Classroom Observation
Scheme, developed by Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008). This instrument was created by
combining Dörnyei’s system of motivational teaching practice with the classroom observation
scheme created by Spada and Fröhlich (Dörnyei, 2008). This instrument allows the researcher to
register changes in the motivational behaviors used by teachers and indicators of learner
engagement minute-by-minute.
The MOLT focuses both on learners’ motivated behavior and the teacher’s motivational
teaching practice. Learners’ motivated behavior is operationalized as the students’ level of
behavioral engagement during the class. Observers mark what proportion of students
demonstrate attention, active participation, and eager volunteering, with the proportions ranging
from very low (a few students), low (one third to two thirds of students) and high (more than two
thirds of students).
The aspects of the teacher’s motivational teaching practice included in the MOLT include
25 motivational variables, grouped into four categories: teacher discourse, participation structure,
encouraging positive retrospective self-evaluation, and activity design. Teacher discourse
concerned teacher talk in the class, including the types of questions asked, responses to
questions, and other means of talking about activities. Sample practices in this category include
“stating the communicative purpose of an activity,” or asking “referential questions” (to which
the teacher did not know the answer). Participation structure involved how students participated,

15
including group work and pair work as opposed to teacher-fronted activities. Encouraging
positive retrospective self-evaluation was concerned with the kinds of feedback that teachers
give, including eliciting peer or self-correction or encouraging students to consider their
progress. Activity design was concerned with the types of activities used in class, including the
extent to which the activities were personalized, involved team or individual competition, or led
to the creation of a tangible product (like a menu).
The MOLT follows a time-sampling format, requiring the observer to record classroom
events every minute. Each minute, the observer checks off any of the 25 motivational variables
that were used by the teacher during that minute. The observer also records the proportion of
students engaged in the behaviors listed above. Table 1 (taken from Guilloteaux and Dörnyei
(2008, pp.62-64)
Table 1
Observational Variables Measuring Learners’ Motivated Behavior

Variables

Description

Attention

Students appear to be paying attention: They are not displaying any
inattentive or disruptive behavior; they are looking at the teacher and
following his or her movements, looking at visual stimuli, turning to
watch another student who is contributing to the task, following the text
being read, or making appropriate nonverbal responses.

Participation

Students are actively taking part in classroom interaction or working on
assigned activity.
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Volunteering for

At least one third of the students are volunteering without the teacher

teacher-fronted

having to coax them in any way.

activity

Table 2
The 25 Observational Variables Measuring the Teacher’s Motivational Practice

Category

Strategy

Description

Teacher

Social chat

Having an informal (often humorous) chat with the

Discourse

Teacher

students on matters unrelated to the lesson.

Signposting

Discourse

Stating the lesson objectives explicitly or giving
retrospective summaries of progress already made toward
realizing the objectives.

Teacher

Stating the

While presenting an activity, mentioning its

Discourse

communicative

communicative purpose, its usefulness outside the

purpose or utility

classroom, its cross-curricular utility, or the way it fits

of the activity

into the sequence of activities planned for the lesson.

Teacher

Establishing

Connecting what has to be learned to the students’

Discourse

relevance

everyday lives (e.g., giving grammatical examples with
references to pop stars).
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Teacher

Promoting

Promoting contact with L2 speakers and cultural products

Discourse

integrative values

and encouraging students to explore the L2 culture and
community.

Teacher

Promoting

Highlighting the role that the L2 plays in the world and

Discourse

instrumental

how knowing the L2 can be potentially useful for the

values

students themselves as well as their community.

Teacher

Arousing

During the presentation of an activity, raising the

Discourse

curiosity or

students’ expectations that the upcoming activity is going

attention

to be interesting and/or important (e.g., by asking them to
guess what they are going to do next, or by pointing out
fun, challenging, or important aspects of the activity or
contents to be learned).

Teacher
Discourse

Scaffolding

Providing appropriate strategies and/or models to help
students complete an activity successfully (e.g., the
teacher thinks aloud while demonstrating, reminds
students of previously learned knowledge or skills that
will help them complete the activity, or has the class
brainstorm a list of strategies to carry out the activity).
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Teacher

Signposting

Discourse

Stating the lesson objectives explicitly or giving
retrospective summaries of progress already
made toward realizing the objectives.

Teacher

Promoting

Setting up a cooperative learning activity, or explicitly

Discourse

cooperation

encouraging students to help one another, offering
suggestions on how best to do this.

Teacher

Promoting

Offering students a choice of activities, involving them in

Discourse

autonomy

making decisions regarding the timing of an activity,
having them use the Internet or do research (e.g., for oral
presentations, projects, and displays).

Teacher

Referential

Asking the class questions to which the teacher does not

Discourse

questions

already know the answer, including questions about the
students’ lives.

Participation

Group work

The students are mingling, working in fluid pairs, or

structure

Pair work

working in groups (simultaneously or presenting to the
whole class).

Activity
Design

Tangible reward

The students are working in fixed pairs (simultaneously
or presenting to the whole class).
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Activity

Personalization

Design

Creating opportunities for students to express personal
meanings (e.g., experiences, feelings, opinions).

Activity

Element of

The activity contains ambiguous, paradoxical,

Design

interest,

problematic, controversial, contradictory, incongruous, or

creativity, fantasy

exotic material; connects with students’ interests, values,
creativity, fantasy, or arouses their curiosity (e.g., predictand-confirm activity).

Activity

Intellectual

The activity presents an intellectual challenge (e.g., it

Design

challenge

involves a memory challenge, problem or puzzle solving,
discovering something, overcoming obstacles, avoiding
traps, or finding hidden information).

Activity

Tangible task

The students are working on the production of a tangible

Design

product

outcome (e.g., a poster, a brochure).

Activity

Individual

The activity involves an element of individual

Design

competition

competition.

Activity

Team

The activity involves an element of team competition.

Design

competition
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Encouraging

Neutral feedback

Going over the answers of an exercise with the class

Positive

without communicating any expression of irritation or

Retrospective

personal criticism.

Self
Evaluation
Encouraging

Process feedback

Focusing on what can be learned from the mistakes that

Positive

have been made, and from the process of producing the

Retrospective

correct answer.

Self
Evaluation
Encouraging

Elicitation of self

Encouraging students to correct their own mistakes,

Positive

or peer correction

revise their own work, or review/correct their peers’

Retrospective

work.

Self
Evaluation
Encouraging

Effective praise

Offering praise for effort or achievement that is sincere,

Positive

specific (i.e., more than merely saying “Good job!”), and

Retrospective

commensurate with the student’s achievement. N.B.:

Self

Ability feedback (“You are very good at English”) or

Evaluation

praise involving social comparison (“You did better than
anyone else in the class”) is not recorded as effective
praise.
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Encouraging

Class applause

Celebrating a student’s or group’s success, risk-taking, or

Positive

effort by applauding (either spontaneously or following

Retrospective

the teacher’s lead).

Self
Evaluation

Each section of Russian 102 was observed 10 times during the semester. When possible,
both sections were visited on the same day. This happened four times, with the other visits
happening on different days.
The Student Motivational State Questionnaire Our second instrument in this study is
Student Motivational Questionnaire (SMQ) from Guilloteaux and Dörnyei (2008). This
instrument consists of 20 statements designed to gauge student enjoyment of their language
class; the extent to which they felt the classes were useful and their comfort levels in class. See
Appendix B for the full questionnaire. Participants rated each item on a 7-point Likert scale with
the following options: (1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) somewhat disagree, (4) neither
agree nor disagree, (5) somewhat agree, (6) agree, and (7) strongly agree.
Interview The third instrument we used was a semi-structured interview with students.
This instrument gave more freedom to participants to express their attitude and not to be limited
by available answers to choose from. The interview probed students’ reasons for studying
Russian and explored the activities they found most and least engaging, among other questions.
See the full list of sample questions in Appendix C.
To make the data more reliable, we studied two sections of the same class taught by the
same instructor. This setup excluded any possible variation in instructor personality or approach.
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Timeline Each section was observed ten times, beginning in the middle of the semester.
Students took the survey in the twelfth week when most of the observations were finished. The
interview was the last step of collecting the data from students at the end of the semester. In
addition to that, some of the students were contacted after the end of the semester to clarify some
of their statements.

Data Analysis
To figure out the difference between motivational strategies and students’ engagement in
face-to-face class versus Zoom class, we used both quantitative and qualitative analyses. Using
data from the MOLT, we compared teacher behaviors in face-to-face vs Zoom classes, as well as
indicators of engaged behavior on the part of the students. Students’ responses to the SMQ
helped us to better gauge their reasons for learning Russian and their overall experience in the
class. Responses to interviews provided further insights into students’ experiences of the face-toface vs the Zoom class.
To compare the results of observations, we counted measures of teacher motivational
practices and learners’ motivated behavior. We counted the total number of minutes dedicated to
use of particular strategies by the teacher. We also counted frequencies for alertness,
participation, and volunteering of students. After that, we averaged them to get learners’
motivational behavior (LMB) index for each observation. Finally, we used a chi-squared test to
compare the mean scores of face-to-face and Zoom class observations.
To analyze the student experience, we relied on responses during the semi-structured
interviews. “Descriptive exploratory” methods were used in the analysis of the interview
questions. Descriptive exploratory methods allow researchers to “stay close to the data”
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(Sandelowski, 2000). The interviews were audio-recorded and transcribed. Then the researcher
read student responses multiple times to identify common themes and categories. As themes
were identified, the researcher looked for patterns in the data and determined broader categories
to which the themes belonged. For purposes of this study, we focused primarily on comments
that specified differences between the face-to-face and Zoom classes.
We used the web application Saturate (saturateapp.com) for qualitative data analysis.
This website allowed us to upload interview transcripts and then assign codes to different themes
mentioned by participants. Saturate also allowed us to put these codes into categories based on
common themes.
Results/Findings
Research Question 1
Data from the Student Motivational State Questionnaire helped us to answer our first
research question: What are the motivational profiles of students enrolled in a face-to-face
Russian class as opposed to those enrolled in a remote section of the same course?
There was a total of 17 responses to the questionnaire and 13 (eight face to face and five
remote) out of 17 students answered all the questions. Participants who responded to the survey
liked their Russian class that semester. All of them responded that Russian was one of their
favorite subjects that semester and almost all of them were motivated to work hard in class to
please their instructor.
There was more variation in responses related to students’ anxiety levels. For example,
the mean response on the statement “Learning Russian for me is a burden this semester” was 3
(disagree) for the face-to-face students, whereas it was 4.17 (somewhat agree) for the remote
section. Interestingly, the two participants who agreed that Russian was a burden for them
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declined to meet for the interview; these two participants also reported feeling anxious about
making mistakes in front of their classmates and reported they did not feel that they were making
progress in class and did not experience feelings of success. They also reported that they rarely
volunteered answers in class. Both participants were from the remote class. It is unclear whether
the students chose to participate in the remote section because of their anxieties related to foreign
language learning.
Table 3
Questionnaire Responses
Question

remote

face-to-

total

face
I wish I had more Russian classes this semester
I like my Russian classes this semester

4.5 4.85714286 4.67857143
6 6.21428571 6.10714286

Russian is one of my favorite subjects this
semester

6.25 5.92857143 6.08928571

When Russian ends, I often wish it could be
longer

4.08333333

4.5 4.29166667

I want to work hard in my Russian to please my
instructor

6 5.71428571 5.85714286

I enjoy my Russian this semester because what
we do is neither too hard nor too easy

4.75 5.28571429 5.01785714

Learning Russian for me is a burden this
semester

4.16666667

3 3.58333333
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in Russian class this semester, we are learning
things that will be useful for the future

6.55 6.21428571 6.38214286

I feel I am making progress in Russian this
semester

5 5.35714286 5.17857143

I often experience a feeling of success in my
Russian class this semester

5.08333333 5.21428571 5.14880952

I am sure that one day I will be able to speak
Russian

6 4.92857143 5.46428571

This semester I think I am good at learning
Russian

5.08333333 4.71428571 4.89880952

In Russian class this semester I usually
understand what to do and how to do it

5.25 5.21428571 5.23214286

I am worried about my ability to do well in
Russian class this semester
I often volunteer to speak in my Russian class

4.41666667

4.5 4.45833333

4.75 4.35714286 4.55357143

I get very worried if I make mistakes during
my Russian class

4.16666667 5.42857143 4.79761905

I am afraid my classmates will laugh at me if I
make mistakes in Russian

3.41666667 3.42857143 3.42261905

I feel more nervous in my Russian class than in
my other classes this semester

4.41666667 4.35714286 4.38690476
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Research Question 2
To answer the second research question, “How do the motivational strategies used by an
instructor in a face-to-face class differ from those used in a remote classroom?,” the results of the
MOLT were calculated. For this portion of the study, we examined the four categories of teacher
motivational teaching practice as included in the MOLT. These four categories included: teacher
discourse, participation structure, encouraging positive retrospective self-evaluation, and activity
design. As with the student motivated behavior, we calculated frequencies for each practice in
each of the four categories separately for the classroom and remote class. Results for each of the
four categories are discussed below.
Teacher discourse The teacher discourse category has the following subcategories:
referential questions, scaffolding, stating common purpose/utility of the activity, and signposting.
Table 4 shows result for teacher discourse.
Table 4
Teacher Discourse
remote total

face to face total

total

Referential Questions

25

41

66

Scaffolding

64

53

117

Stating communicative

28

19

47

12

10

22

purpose/utility of the activity
signposting

27
Social chat (unrelated to the

12

24

36

141

147

288

lesson)
total

These calculations were submitted to a chi-square goodness of fit analysis (X2 (4) =
10.698, p=0.03), finding a statistical significance between the on-line and face-to-face classes.
There was also a significant difference between the face-to-face and Zoom classes in this area, X2
(4, N = 25) = 10.698, p=.03. Further post-hoc pairwise chi-square analyses revealed a
significant difference between the two groups in terms of their referential questions (X2 = 3.88, p
= .04) and social chat (X2 = 4.00 (df 1), p = .04). For both of these categories (Referential
questions and Social chat) face-to-face had significantly higher score than Zoom class.
Encouraging positive retrospective self-evaluation The category Encouraging
Positive Retrospective Self- Evaluation contains the following motivational practices: effective
praise, elicitation of self/peer correction, process feedback, and neutral feedback.
Table 5
Encouraging Positive Retrospective Self-evaluation
remote total

face to face total

total

Effective Praise

195

183

378

Elicitation of self/peer correction session

57

60

117

Process Feedback Session

9

20

29

Neutral feedback session

49

55

104

total

310

318

628
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Table 5 shows the frequencies for this theme. Differences were not statistically significant, X2
(3, N = 25) = 4.8, p=.18, indicating that the teacher used the same kinds of feedback in both
sections. However, the importance of this category for student learning was reflected in student
interviews. Students expressed appreciation for the instructors’ efforts to help them feel
successful. For example, one student reported “She’s good in reminding us that what we’re doing
is difficult, so it’s okay if it’s hard” (participant 1). When giving feedback, the instructor
frequently pointed out what students did well. ‘That helps to show how we can improve, but it
never comes without the other, without having that positive reinforcement and especially when
we have speaking assessments with her I felt that” (Participant 1, zoom).

Activity design The category Activity Design contains the following motivational
practices: team competition, individual competition, tangible task product, intellectual challenge,
creative/interesting/fantasy element, personalization, tangible reward.
Table 6
Activity Design
category

remote total

face to face total

total

and + team competition

0

0

0

and + individual competition

3

0

3

and + tangible task product

0

0

0

and + intellectual challenge

3

16

19

and + creative/interesting/fantasy

0

3

3

0

5

5

element
and + personalization

29
and +

tangible reward

total

0

0

0

6
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As Table 6 indicates, very few of the motivational teaching practices under the category “activity
design” were employed on the days I observed the courses. Because of the large number of
zeros, the chi-square test was not appropriate.
Participation Structure The category, Participation Structure, included the following
motivational teaching practices: pair work and group work. The frequencies for these two
practices (in Table 7) between the two groups were nearly identical, and therefore were not
subject to chi-square analysis.
Table 7
Participation Structure
Category

remote total

face to face total

total

Group Work

0

0

0

Pair Work

140

139

279

total

140

139

279

Research Question 3
The third research question of this study, “How does the learning environment affect
learner engagement?” was next examined. The “Learners’ Behavior” section of the MOLT was
used to calculate these frequencies.
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To calculate MOLT results, I counted frequencies (occurrence per minute) for each
category separately for face-to-face and remote classes. Categories were gathered based on the
main theme. For example, eager volunteering, engagement, and attention fall into the main
theme of learners’ motivated behavior.
Table 8 shows the frequencies of learners’ motivated behavior for the face-to-face and
Zoom settings. A chi-square test, X2 (2, N = 25) = 28.395, p<.001, showed that there is a
significant difference between remote vs. face-to-face class specifically in terms of learners’
motivated behavior. Post-hoc pairwise comparisons revealed that the difference between eager
volunteering was significant (X2 (2, N =36) = 27.5, p < .001), but all other comparisons were not
(X2 < 2.19, all p’s > .138). In answering the first research question, therefore, the results suggest
that students are more likely to display eager volunteering and attention in face-to-face versus
remote learning contexts.
Table 8
Frequencies of Student Motivated Behavior.
remote

face to

total

face total

total

eager volunteering

2

33

35

engagement

141

167

308

Attention

498

485

983

total

641

685

1,326

Though the MOLT does not include a category for learner engagement related to target
language use, the researcher observed that students in the face-to-face section were more likely
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than their counterparts in the online section to sustain use of the target language. This difference
may be due to the different affordances of pair and group work in the two environments. In the
face-to-face class during group work, if the instructor heard certain groups switching to English,
she would encourage them to speak Russian by reciting “russkii, russikii” (“Russian, Russian”
and clapping her hands (participant 5). Even if this encouragement was directed at only one
group of students, all other students heard this encouragement and seemed to redouble their
efforts to speak the L2. This strategy was not observed in the Zoom class, nor was it mentioned
by the Zoom students in their interviews. Zoom, while allowing for pair work in breakout rooms,
does not allow an instructor to monitor all of the breakout rooms at once, meaning that the
instructor could only encourage one group at a time. The researcher observed that pairs often
switched to English because it was convenient, and they knew that the instructor could not hear
them.
Research Question 4
The final research question of this study concerned the student experience in their
language classes: “What do students report about the experience of learning in face-to-face
versus Zoom classes?
It can be seen from the results of research question 2 that the teacher used similar
strategies in both sections, but this does not mean that the students’ experiences of both learning
environments were similar. Though data from the MOLT provide insights into teacher and
student behaviors, interviews were conducted to better understand the student experience in the
classroom. In general, students in both sections had similar motivations for studying Russian
and found the same types of activities engaging. Generally, the main differences they reported on
related to the format and context of the online vs face-to-face classes.
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Overall, students liked their language classes, whether they participated remotely or faceto-face. When asked about activities that they found engaging or less engaging, students in both
sections responded similarly. The main differences between the two sections were in the
formation of relationships. Remote students noted increased difficulties building relationships
with (1) the teacher and (2) fellow classmates.
For example, one student in the zoom class (participant 1) mentioned feeling
disconnected from the instructor due to nature of the class. The student knew that they could
reach out to the instructor with questions, but felt less comfortable doing so, because she did not
feel as comfortable with the instructor as she would have in a face-to-face class. “Even though I
knew from the very beginning my very first class that I can reach out to my professor if I needed
help with anything, it was harder to do feel that same kind of connection that I would feel like a
professor to seeing them in person and getting to know them in person” – said participant 1.
This participant also mentioned having a harder time creating connections with
classmates as well. She mentioned that in face-to-face classes they could start a conversation by,
for example complimenting the shoes of a student sitting next to her, but she could not do this in
Zoom. Without the opportunity for spontaneous conversations afforded by the face-to-face
environment, getting to know other students took longer. Working with a variety of different
people in breakout rooms throughout semester helped remote students to get to know each other
better. However, face-to-face students had the advantage of being able to talk before and after
class. Face-to-face students did not have to wait for an opportunity to work with someone in pair
to get to know them better. For example, participant 4 (from the face-to-face class) reported,
“Sometimes I'll see my classmates [not in class] and I would just be like “Здравствуйте, как
дела?” [Hello, how are you?].”
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Though only two of the remote students agreed to be interviewed, some students from the
face-to-face class had been forced to quarantine during the semester and to join their class over
Zoom. One such student (participant 4) described how the first time she joined class over Zoom,
she felt judged mostly because she did not know the classmates well enough and could not read
the atmosphere in the classroom. “I just I’m the kind of person that really likes in person things
so I can kind of feel like, uh, I don’t know, like read the body language better and just kinda feel
the situation, and so I think that’s why it was more challenging cause it’s just somebody’s face”
(Participant 4).
Students in the remote section found it harder to read the atmosphere in the room. In
addition, if there were other people in joining through Zoom, some of them turned off their
cameras, which made this participant feel uncomfortable. However, when this same student had
to join over Zoom again later in that semester, it was less awkward because she already knew her
classmates well enough at that point. Another face-to-face student also mentioned as a
suggestion for improvement (participant 3) that when someone has to use Zoom, they should be
required to turn on their cameras.
Indeed, the instructor did require students to keep their cameras on, but she made
exceptions for students who were suffering from anxiety. However, according to the interview
data, the blank screens of even a few participants made the atmosphere less comfortable in the
remote section. When participants could not see other classmates, they could not read the
reactions of other students and worried about being judged. Moreover, gauging student
engagement was made more difficult for the researcher when the cameras were turned off.
In addition to the group dynamics, technical difficulties and attention span issues related
to the Zoom format were other factors discussed in the interviews. Technical difficulties in the
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face-to-face class were much less significant than in the remote section. Two people mentioned
(one from each section) technical difficulties. “So, like the question will be asked and then like
over virtual like it's just a little bit off and so then it's kind of awkward cause I'll start talking
when she'll start repeating the question and then it was like ugh…” shared participant 4 of faceto-face section. However, it is important to mention that it happened only when due Covid
restrictions someone had to join over Zoom during face—to-face class. Participant 1 of Zoom
class mentions that slower connection was one of the hardest things. Another issue for Zoom
students was attention span. They reported that it was easier to get distracted during Zoom class
because of roommates, being too comfortable in own apartment, etc. “Cause like I said, it’s so
much easier to be distracted when you at home on your computer and your phone starts to buzz,
or your roommate comes in, or whatever it might” shared participant 1.
Though students from the remote section mostly talked about the negatives associated
with learning via Zoom, students did mention some positive aspects. Though the instructor used
PowerPoints in both the Zoom and face-to-face classes, one Zoom participant felt that the
PowerPoints and White Board in Zoom were even more effective than in face-to-face class
because of the participant’s poor vision. It was easier for them to read PowerPoint on Zoom from
their computer than in class settings.
While face-to-face students and Zoom students did have different experience due to
specifics of online vs. face-to-face settings, both groups acknowledged that instructor helped
them to succeed in class and motivated them to put efforts in class.
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Discussion
Limitations of this study included the small sample size and the use of a convenience
sample. Moreover, we failed to discover why students had chosen the remote section. Most of
the students in the remote section were on campus and in town, so it is unclear whether they
opted into the Zoom section or whether they were forced to take the class remotely for
scheduling reasons. Their reasons for choosing the Zoom section likely impacted their
motivation and their attitudes towards the class. Thirteen students total answered the
questionnaire, but only nine out of these 13 participants agreed to meet for the interview, and
only two were from the remote section. Those students who elected to be interviewed tended to
be more engaged in class and more motivated than those who declined, especially in the remote
section where out of the 4 students who did not agree to the interview, 3 reported high levels of
anxiety and discomfort in class.
The primary limitation of this study may be in the design of the MOLT itself. The MOLT
was designed for face-to-face classes, and is harder to adapt for remote courses, as it doesn’t
include such categories as camera on/off, microphone on/off, etc., and these categories were not
added by the researcher. Moreover, even when cameras were on, and students were actually
looking into the cameras, it was not always clear to the researcher whether they were paying
attention, as it was impossible to determine whether or not they were actually looking at Zoom
rather than surfing other websites.
In spite of these limitations, this study yielded some findings that may be of interest to
scholars and practitioners alike. The data show that there was relatively little difference in the
type of strategies that this teacher used in remote vs. face-to-face classes, with a few exceptions.
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It is interesting that, in spite of a general belief that students are less engaged on Zoom,
there were no significant differences between the frequencies of student “attention” and “active
participation” in the remote and face-to-face sections. Overall, students appeared engaged in both
sections—likely due to the fact that the class required students to speak and interact with each
other frequently. However, there was a significant difference in “eager volunteering,” with the
students in the remote section being much less likely to volunteer to speak in class than their
counterparts in the face-to-face section.
Though this difference may relate to the slightly higher levels of anxiety and discomfort
reported by the remote students, it may also be related to the nature of remote classes themselves.
As Zoom participants reported in the interviews, remote students may feel less comfortable with
their peers and have more difficulty reading social cues. Moreover, in Zoom requires greater
effort to participate. Students have to consciously unmute themselves (if the microphones are
off), make sure everyone can hear them. They also run the risk of talking over someone else,
since it can be harder to judge when others want to talk. The work of conversation analysts on
turn-taking behaviors in conversation indicates that turn-taking involves a number of signals,
including eye gaze and audible pre-utterance inbreaths (see overview in Levinson & Torreira,
2015) that are lacking or less obvious in video conferences.
Teacher motivational practices did not differ significantly between sections with the
exception of two practices related to teacher discourse: referential questions (questions to which
the instructor did not already know the answer) and social chat. The lower frequency of
referential questions in the Zoom class is likely related to the overall discourse of the class. As
noted above, conversation via video is more difficult than in a face-to-face class, since certain
non-linguistic cues may not be available. Knowing that students would be less likely to respond
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to such questions or that calling on students in Zoom might cause them to feel more anxious, the
instructor may have avoided such open-ended questions.
There was a significant difference in the amount of social chat used by the instructor; not
unexpectedly, the instructor used more social chat in the face-to-face setting. Opportunities for
social chat are more likely to arise in a face-to-face class, when body language and reactions are
easier to see. Making asides to individual students or groups of students is also much easier in a
face-to-face setting.
Another finding that arose from observation and interview data is that students found it
easier to stay in the target language in the face-to-face section as opposed to the Zoom section.
As indicated, some of this is due to the affordances of the classroom setting as opposed to Zoom.
The instructor made extensive use of the breakout room feature in Zoom for pair and group
work. However, the nature of Zoom is such that the instructor can only be in one breakout room
at a time. Instructors cannot overhear what is going on in other groups or pairs and thus cannot
encourage students to stay in the target language. Moreover, when students are aware that they
are not being monitored, it is easy for them to slip back into their L1.
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Conclusion
This study investigated how use of motivational strategies can be different across
platforms, how teachers’ motivational strategies influence learner engagement and how students
perceive their experience of learning a language in remote versus face-to-face class.
This research showed that while there is no significant difference in terms of activity
design and participation structure, there are differences in use of some of motivational strategies
and the way students responded to these strategies. Overall, these findings underscore the very
different nature of interaction and conversation in remote synchronous settings versus in face-toface settings.

Pedagogical Implications
This study indicates that good teaching is good teaching regardless of the environment.
However, the limitations of videoconferencing can have a significant impact on interaction and
group dynamics. When possible, instructors should require that learners keep their cameras and
even microphones on during remote language learning. The microphones may help learners hear
audible inbreaths prior to the initiation of a comment.
Extra effort must be made to build a sense of group cohesion. Teachers should consider
starting the Zoom class a bit early and chatting with those who show up early. Since Zoom
participants often join sessions right on time and leave immediately afterwards, instructors might
consider making video recorded feedback available to learners so that students can get a better
sense of the instructors as people and feel more comfortable with them. It may even be helpful to
have a “get-to-know each other” session at the beginning of the course, even if it may require
some use of the students’ L1 so that learners can make better connections.
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Future Research
There are some suggestions for future research. It is important to consider ways how
MOLT can better reflect a remote learning environment by adding additional categories specific
for online learning. Current research had a small sample size, and that is why it would be good to
conduct similar research but with a bigger sample. It may also be interesting to study students’
reasons for choosing a remote section rather than a face-to-face section.
Findings from this study suggest that highly anxious learners may be more likely to enroll
in a Zoom section, but it is unclear whether participating in this manner will increase or decrease
their anxiety. Future research might consider the profiles of learners who choose a particular
language format and examine how particular formats might affect anxiety.
This study hints at the differences in interaction on Zoom versus face-to-face settings.
Scholars may consider analyzing interactional transactions, especially as related to turn taking in
videoconferencing versus face-to-face settings.
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Appendix B
Questionnaire
1. My name is Mariia Shishmareva, I am a graduate student at Brigham Young University
and I am conducting this research under the supervision of Professor Jennifer Bown, from
the Department of German and Russian. You are being invited to participate in this
research study of motivational strategies in language classrooms across platforms. I am
interested in finding out about how learners’ motivation for language study differs
depending on whether they are in a face-to-face class or a Zoom class.

Your participation in this study will require the completion of this survey. This should
take approximately five (5) minutes of your time. Your participation will be anonymous
and you will not be contacted again in the future unless you agree to an interview. You
will not be paid for being in this study. This survey involves minimal risk to you. The
benefits, however, may help us improve our language instruction both in face-to-face and
remote environments.
You do not have to be in this study if you do not want to be. You do not have to answer
any question that you do not want to answer for any reason. We will be happy to answer
any questions you have about this study. If you have further questions about this project
or if you have a research-related problem you may contact me, Mariia Shishmareva at
mariiashishmareva@gmail.com or my advisor, Dr. Bown at Jennifer_bown@byu.edu.

If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant you may contact the
BYU Institutional Review Board at irb@byu.edu; (801) 422-1461. The IRB is a group of
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people who review research studies to protect the rights and welfare of research
participants.

The completion of this survey implies your consent to participate. If you choose to
participate, please complete the survey and return. Thank you!
-

Yes

-

No

2. My current language class is taught

- Face-to-face
- remotely
3. My previous language class was taught

- Face-to-face
- remotely
4. What language are you currently studying?
Questions 5-19 has a 7-point Liker scale:
(1) strongly disagree, (2) disagree, (3) somewhat disagree, (4) neither agree nor disagree,
(5) somewhat agree, (6) agree, (7) strongly agree.
5. I wish I had more Russian classes this semester.
6. I like my Russian classes this semester.
7. Russian is one of my favorite subjects this semester.
8. When Russian ends, I wish it could be longer.
9. I want to work hard in my Russian class to please my instructor.
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10. I enjoy my Russian this semester because what we do is neither too hard nor too easy.
11. Learning Russian for me is a burden this semester.
12. in Russian class this semester, we are learning things that will be useful for the future.
13. I feel I am making progress in Russian this semester.
14. I often experience a feeling of success in my Russian class this semester.
15. I am sure that one day I will be able to speak Russian
16. This semester I think I am good at learning Russian.
17. I am afraid my classmates will laugh at me if I make mistakes in Russian.
18. I feel more nervous in my Russian class than in my other classes this semester.
19. Are you willing to be contacted for a 30-minute interview discussion your experience
studying Russian during COVID?

- Yes
- No
20. Please provide your contact information.

Appendix C
Interview questions sample
1.Why you decided to learn Russian?
2. Tell me about your experience in Russian class this semester
3. Tell me about specific occasion in class when you felt especially engaged, especially
motivated?
4. What are some activities that helped you to be motivated in class?
5. What your teacher does to help you be more motivated in class?
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6. Are there any activities that made you feel less motivated?
7. Did you notice some kind of difference between your face-to-face experience and your Zoom
experience in language learning?
8. Were there time when you felt it less focused in your class?
9. What helps you to get back to become alert?
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